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The Status of Claims : 

Claims 1-5,7-17, 21-23 are pending. 

Claims 1-5,7-17, 23 are rejected. 

Claims 21-22 are withdrawn from consideration. 

DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-5,7-17, 23 arc under consideration in this Office Action. 

Priority 

2. It is noted that this application is a 37 1 of PCT/JP04/09 1 32 (06/29/2004), which has a 
foreign documents: Japan 2003-187796(06/30/03) and Japan 2004-099151(06/30/03). 

Drawings 

3. None. 

The Restriction Requirement sent on 1 1/17/2008 is replaced by the following new the 
Lack of Unity. 



The Lack of Unity 

Restriction is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 and 372. 
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Art Unit: 1625 

This application contains the following inventions or groups of inventions which are not 
so linked as to form a single general inventive concept under PCT Rule 13.1. 

In accordance with 37 CFR 1 .499, applicant is required, in reply to this action, to elect a 
single invention to which the claims must be restricted. 

Group I, claims 1-5,7-17, 23 is drawn to the following compound formula (I) 



containing all Rl and R2 and R3 which are a pyridyl moiety and its 



pharmaceutical composition as disclosed below : 




(1) 



X 



Group II, claims 1-5,7-17, 23 is drawn to the following compound formula (I) 



containing all Rl and R2 and R3 which are a thienyl moiety and its 



pharmaceutical composition as disclosed below : 




(D 



x 
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Group III, claims 1-5,7-17, 23 is drawn to the following compound formula (I) 

containing all Rl and R2 and R3 which are a non-heteroaryl , non-heterocyclic 
or phenyl moiety and its pharmaceutical composition as disclosed below : 



Group IV, claims 1-5,7-17, 23 is drawn to the following compound formula (I) 
containing other types of aromatic heteroaryl , monocyclic heterocyclic 
compounds, i.e. pyrrolidinyl, imidazolyl, isoxazoly, thiazolyl,thiomorpholinyl, 
furanyl, , thiranyl, tetrahydropyranyl, benzopyranyl, dioxolanyl, piperazinyl , 
morphole, isothiazolidinyl , thiophenyl and its pharmaceutical composition as 
disclosed below : 




(D 



x 
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Group V, claims 21-22 , is drawn to the method for treating a disease resulting from 
abnormal production or secretion of beta-amyloid protein or Alzheimer disease 
by using the compound formula (I) . 



Group VI, claims 1-5,7-17,23 is drawn to the following compound formula (I) where 
R 1 is a phenyl group and R 2 and R 3 are each a pyridyl group and its 
pharmaceutical composition as disclosed below : 

R» 
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A. The inventions listed as Groups do not relate to a single general inventive 
concept under PCT Rule 13.1 because, under PCT Rule 13.2, they lack the same or 
corresponding special technical features for the following reasons: 

the international application shall relate to one invention only or to a group of inventions 
so linked as to form a single general inventive concept (" requirement of unity of invention "). 
PCT Rule 13.2 states " Where a group of inventions is claimed in one and the same 
international application, the requirement of unity of invention referred to in Rule 13.1 
shall be fulfilled only when there is a technical relationship among those inventions 
involving one or more of the same or corresponding special technical features. The expression " 
special technical features" shall mean those technical features that define a contribution which 
each of the claimed inventions, considered as a whole, makes over the prior art. 

In the instant case, the invention of Group I is directed to 
the compound formula (I) containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a pyridyl moiety , and its 
pharmaceutical composition, whereas the invention II is related to the compound formula (I) 
containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a thienyl moiety and its pharmaceutical composition. 
They have different modes of operation , different functions or different effects because each of 
their reactants has a completely different chemical structure with respect to the core structure. 
For example, the reactant containing a hetero group has been known to have a different 
reactivity or a different effect in comparison with the one with the non-hetero groups. 
Therefore, Group I and Group II are unrelated to each other. In addition, each invention has a 
different use and effect due to unrelated substituents attached to the core of the compounds. 
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Therefore, there is no single general inventive concept and no unity of invention for the method 
or the process as defined in 37 CFR 1.475. 

In the instant case, the invention of Group I is directed to 
the compound formula (I) containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a pyridyl moiety , and its 
pharmaceutical composition, whereas the invention III is related to the compound formula (I) 
containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a non-heteroaryl , non-heterocyclic or phenyl 
moiety and its pharmaceutical composition. They have different modes of operation , different 
functions or different effects because each of their reactants has a completely different chemical 
structure with respect to the core structure. For example, the reactant containing a hetero group 
has been known to have a different reactivity or a different effect in comparison with the one 
with the non-hetero groups. Therefore, Group I and Group II are unrelated to each other. In 
addition, each invention has a different use and effect due to unrelated substituents attached to 
the core of the compounds. Therefore, there is no single general inventive concept and no unity 
of invention for the method or the process as defined in 37 CFR 1 .475. 

In the instant case, the invention of Group I is directed to 
the compound formula (I) containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a pyridyl moiety which 
are a pyridyl moiety , and its pharmaceutical composition, whereas the invention IV is related to 
the compound formula (I) containing all various R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are pyrrolidinyl, 
imidazolyl, isoxazoly, thiazolyl,thiomorpholinyl, furanyl, , thiranyl, tetrahydropyranyl, 
benzopyranyl, dioxolanyl, piperazinyl , morphole, isothiazolidinyl , thiophenyl and its 
pharmaceutical composition. They have different modes of operation , different functions or 
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different effects because each of their reactants has a completely different chemical structure 
with respect to the core structure. For example, the reactant containing a hetero group has been 
known to have a different reactivity or a different effect in comparison with the one with the 
non-hetero groups. Therefore, Group I and Group II are unrelated to each other. In addition, each 
invention has a different use and effect due to unrelated substituents attached to the core of the 
compounds. Therefore, there is no single general inventive concept and no unity of invention for 
the method or the process as defined in 37 CFR 1.475. 



In the instant case, the invention of Group I is directed to 
the compound formula (I) containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a pyridyl moiety and its 
pharmaceutical composition, whereas the invention V is related to the method for treating a 
disease resulting from abnomoral production or secretion of beta-amyloid protein or Alzheimer 
disease by using the compound formula (I). The prior art Fasman (US 5,523,295) discloses the 
folio wings: 



A method for treating or preventing Alzheimer's disease in 
a mammal is described. A silicon compound lor inhibiting 
interaction between aluminum and (J- amyloid or neurofila- 
ment protein is provided, ^be siicos compound is admin- 
istered to a mammal in nee^sf such treatment to cause this 
inhibition to occur. 

This compound is structurally unrelated to the claimed compounds of formula (I). Therefore, 



there is no special technical feature of Group I required in Group V. There is no single general 
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inventive concept and no unity of invention for the method or the processes as defined in 37 CFR 
1.475. 

In the instant case, the invention of Group I is directed to 
the compound formula (I) containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a pyridyl moiety , and its 
pharmaceutical composition, whereas the invention VI is related to the compound formula (I) 
containing R 1 is a phenyl group and R 2 and R 3 are each a pyridyl group and its pharmaceutical 
composition. They have different modes of operation , different functions or different effects 
because each of their reactants has a completely different chemical structure with respect to the 
core structure. For example, the reactant containing a hetero group has been known to have a 
different reactivity or a different effect in comparison with the one with the non-hetero groups. 
Therefore, Group I and Group VI are unrelated to each other. In addition, each invention has a 
different use and effect due to unrelated substituents attached to the core of the compounds. 
Therefore, there is no single general inventive concept and no unity of invention for the method 
or the process as defined in 37 CFR 1.475. 

Applicant's election with traverse of Group VI (claims 1-5,7-17, 23 ) on 1/21/09 is 
acknowledged. 

Claims 1-5,7-17, 23 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.142(b) as being drawn to nonelected groups I-V, there being no allowable generic or linking 
claims. 



Applicants argue the following issue: 
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1 . The Office did not consider the contribution of the invention as a 
whole in alleging a lack of Unity of Invention in view of the 
determination which is to be the contents of the claims as interpreted in 
light of description; therefore, the Office has not met the burden for 
establishing the alleged lack of Unity of Invention. 

With respect to applicants' arguments, the examiner has noted applicants' arguments. 

However, unlike applicants' argument, each of Groups I-VI lacks a special 
technical feature among them because there are many different inventions present in the 
application as a whole in spite of the alleged unity of the invention being present in the 
application. 

In the instant case, the invention of Group I is directed to 
the compound formula (I) containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a pyridyl moiety , and its 
pharmaceutical composition, whereas the invention II is related to the compound formula (I) 
containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a thienyl moiety and its pharmaceutical composition. 
They have different modes of operation , different functions or different effects because each of 
their reactants has a completely different chemical structure with respect to the core structure. 
For example, the reactant containing a hetero group has been known to have a different 
reactivity or a different effect in comparison with the one with the non-hetero groups. 
Therefore, Group I and Group II are unrelated to each other. In addition, each invention has a 
different use and effect due to unrelated substituents attached to the core of the compounds. 
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Therefore, there is no single general inventive concept and no unity of invention for the method 
or the process as defined in 37 CFR 1.475. 

In the instant case, the invention of Group I is directed to 
the compound formula (I) containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a pyridyl moiety , and its 
pharmaceutical composition, whereas the invention III is related to the compound formula (I) 
containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a non-heteroaryl , non-heterocyclic or phenyl 
moiety and its pharmaceutical composition. They have different modes of operation , different 
functions or different effects because each of their reactants has a completely different chemical 
structure with respect to the core structure. For example, the reactant containing a hetero group 
has been known to have a different reactivity or a different effect in comparison with the one 
with the non-hetero groups. Therefore, Group I and Group II are unrelated to each other. In 
addition, each invention has a different use and effect due to unrelated substituents attached to 
the core of the compounds. Therefore, there is no single general inventive concept and no unity 
of invention for the method or the process as defined in 37 CFR 1 .475. 

In the instant case, the invention of Group I is directed to 
the compound formula (I) containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a pyridyl moiety which 
are a pyridyl moiety , and its pharmaceutical composition, whereas the invention IV is related to 
the compound formula (I) containing all various R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are pyrrolidinyl, 
imidazolyl, isoxazoly, thiazolyl,thiomorpholinyl, furanyl, , thiranyl, tetrahydropyranyl, 
benzopyranyl, dioxolanyl, piperazinyl , morphole, isothiazolidinyl , thiophenyl and its 
pharmaceutical composition. They have different modes of operation , different functions or 
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different effects because each of their reactants has a completely different chemical structure 
with respect to the core structure. For example, the reactant containing a hetero group has been 
known to have a different reactivity or a different effect in comparison with the one with the 
non-hetero groups. Therefore, Group I and Group II are unrelated to each other. In addition, each 
invention has a different use and effect due to unrelated substituents attached to the core of the 
compounds. Therefore, there is no single general inventive concept and no unity of invention for 
the method or the process as defined in 37 CFR 1.475. 

In the instant case, the invention of Group I is directed to 
the compound formula (I) containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a pyridyl moiety and its 
pharmaceutical composition, whereas the invention V is related to the method for treating a 
disease resulting from abnomoral production or secretion of beta-amyloid protein or Alzheimer 
disease by using the compound formula (I). The prior art Fasman (US 5,523,295) discloses the 
followings: 

A method for treating or preventing Alzheimer's disease m 
a mammal is described. A silicon compound for inhibiting 
interaction between aluminum and P-amyloid or neurofila- 
ment, protein is provided *Jhe silicon compound is admin- 
istered to a mammal in nee&jf such treatment to cause this 
inMbition to occur, 

This compound is structurally unrelated to the claimed compounds of formula (I). Therefore, 
there is no special technical feature of Group I required in Group V. There is no single general 
inventive concept and no unity of invention for the method or the processes as defined in 37 CFR 
1.475. 
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In the instant case, the invention of Group I is directed to 

the compound formula (I) containing all R 1 and R 2 and R 3 which are a pyridyl moiety , and its 

pharmaceutical composition, whereas the invention VI is related to the compound formula (I) 

containing R 1 is a phenyl group and R 2 and R 3 are each a pyridyl group and its pharmaceutical 

composition. They have different modes of operation , different functions or different effects 

because each of their reactants has a completely different chemical structure with respect to the 

core structure. For example, the reactant containing a hetero group has been known to have a 

different reactivity or a different effect in comparison with the one with the non-hetero groups. 

Therefore, Group I and Group VI arc unrelated to each other. In addition, each invention has a 

different use and effect due to unrelated substituents attached to the core of the compounds. 

Therefore, there is no single general inventive concept and no unity of invention for the method 

or the process as defined in 37 CFR 1.475. 

As indicated in the above, the two or more separate Groups I-VI can pose undue a great 
deal of burden on the Examiner because each group may possess many variations or 
permutations of the claimed compounds and compositions; therefore, each requires conducting a 
new search due to being totally different fields of inventions among them. 



The requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore made FINAL. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-5,7-17, 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, because the specification, 
while being enabling for making salts of the claimed compounds, does not reasonably provide 
enablement for making solvates and hydrates of the claimed compounds. The specification does 
not enable any person skilled in the art of synthetic organic chemistry to make the invention 
commensurate in scope with these claims. "The factors to be considered [in making an 
enablement rejection] have been summarized as a) the quantity of experimentation necessary, b) 
the amount of direction or guidance presented, c) the presence or absence of working examples, 
d) the nature of the invention, e) the state of the prior art, f) the relative skill of those in that art, 
g) the predictability or unpredictability of the art, h) and the breadth of the claims", In re Rainer, 
146 USPQ 218 (1965); In re Colianni, 195 USPQ 150, Ex parte Formal, 230 USPQ 546. In the 
present case the important factors leading to a conclusion of undue experimentation are the 
absence of any working example of a formed solvate, the lack of predictability in the art, and the 
broad scope of the claims. 

c) There is no working example of any hydrate or solvate formed. The claims are drawn 
to solvates, yet the numerous examples presented all failed to produce a solvate. These cannot 
be simply willed into existence. As was stated in Morton International Inc. v. Cardinal 
Chemical Co., 28 USPQ2d 1190 "The specification purports to teach, with over fifty examples, 
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the preparation of the claimed compounds with the required connectivity. However ... there is no 
evidence that such compounds exist... the examples of the '881 patent do not produce the 
postulated compounds... there is ... no evidence that such compounds even exist." The same 
circumstance appears to be true here. There is no evidence that solvates of these compounds 
actually exist; if they did, they would have formed. Hence, applicants must show that solvates 
can be made, or limit the claims accordingly. 

g) The state of the art is that is not predictable whether solvates will form or what their 
composition will be. In the language of the physical chemist, a solvate of organic molecule is an 
interstitial solid solution. This phrase is defined in the second paragraph on page 358 of West 
(Solid State Chemistry). West, Anthony R., "Solid State Chemistry and its Applications, Wiley, 
New York, 1988, pages 358 & 365. The solvent molecule is a species introduced into the crystal 
and no part of the organic host molecule is left out or replaced. In the first paragraph on page 
365, West (Solid State Chemistry) says, "it is not usually possible to predict whether solid 
solutions will form, or if they do form what is their compositional extent". Thus, in the absence 
of experimentation one cannot predict if a particular solvent will solvate any particular crystal. 
One cannot predict the stoichiometery of the formed solvate, i.e. if one, two, or a half a molecule 
of solvent added per molecule of host. In the same paragraph on page 365 West (Solid State 
Chemistry) explains that it is possible to make meta-stable non-equilibrium solvates, further 
clouding what Applicants mean by the word solvate. Compared with polymorphs, there is an 
additional degree of freedom to solvates, which means a different solvent or even the moisture of 
the air that might change the stabile region of the solvate. 

h) The breadth of the claims includes all of the hundreds of thousands of compounds of 
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formula (1) as well as the presently unknown list of solvents embraced by the term "solvate". 
Thus, the scope is broad. 

MPEP 2164.01(a) states, "A conclusion of lack of enablement means that, based on the 
evidence regarding each of the above factors, the specification, at the time the application was 
filed, would not have taught one skilled in the art how to make and/or use the full scope of the 
claimed invention without undue experimentation. In re Wright, 999 F.2d 1557,1562, 27 
USPQ2d 1510, 1513 (Fed. Cir. 1993)." That conclusion is clearly justified here. Thus, undue 
experimentation will be required to practice Applicants' invention. 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

In claim 1, the phrases " an aromatic hydrocarbon group — an aromatic heterocyclic 
group " and " monocyclic heterocyclic group — polycyclic heterocyclic group" are recited. 
Each expression of the phrases: aromatic hydrocarbon group , an aromatic heterocyclic group " , 
monocyclic heterocyclic group , polycyclic heterocyclic group is vague and indefinite because 
the claim does not elaborate what is meant by each term ; there is no definitive carbon atom 
range for the hydrocarbon and there are no specific heteroatoms for the heterocyclic group. 
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Furthermore, the term "hydrocarbon" may mean that a compound consisting of carbon 
and hydrogen, but there are numerous hydrocarbons known in the organic chemistry ; there is 
uncertainty as to what kind of "hydrocarbon" can be applied for the process. Therefore, an 
appropriate correction is required. 

Double Patenting 



The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousncss-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims arc not identical, but at least one examined 
application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, All F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 

Claims 1-5,7-17 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 18-28 of copending Application No. 
1 1/829,533. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because the instant invention differs from the copending Application No. 
11/829,533. 

Claim 1 of the instant invention describes as below : 
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Claim 1 (Currently Amended); A compound represented by th»-folk»wfog formula (1): 



IV md II"' each independently represents an aromatic hydrocarbon group which may 
have a subshtuent or an aromatic heterocyclic group which may have a subsMuent, 

R 2 represents a saturated or unsaturated monocyclic heterocyclic group or unsaturated 
polycyclic heterocyclic group which may have a substituent, 

R* represents a hydrogen atom or a €<.{, aikyl group, 

X represents -S~, -SO- or -SOr- ~&Q»A; 
an N -oxide or S-oxidc thereof; a salt thereof; or a solvate thereof. 

Whereas the claim 18 of application! 1/829,533 describes as below : 



18. (New) A compound tep es^itcJ K iho follow l^nm^U M 




CD 



x 




X 
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wherein 

8 represents a heterocyclic group which may have a xtibstheenl, 
H ok .'it'-,., -thv h tl ^ t bo i iy \hi h auiv I a\o a NHistitici t o! s 
heteriKyelf-.. tToep ^ h;ch may have a substiuienl, 

R 1 repj m ! p ridyl group which may have at least one substituent, 
P r^iist ^.i.jmKv^s^m.n u , «j •> yio.ip.and 
X repjc^ctH^ -SO- or -S0 2 -; 

or N-oxide or S -oxide of die compound: sail thereof; or solvate of the above- 
des* ribed t ompound 

However, the instant invention differs from the copending application in that the variable 
R3 of the claimed invention shows a broad range of compounds in comparison with R17 
being a pyridyl group of the copending application. 

Even so, they are related to each other as the genus-species relationship. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to the skilled artisan in the art to be motivated to limit the scope of the 
invention in order to emphasize the particular aspect of the species of the claimed invention as 
an alternative. This is because the skilled artisan in the art would expect such a modification to 
be successful and manageable. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting 
claims have not in fact been patented. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 



1. Claims 1-5,7-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated clearly by 
Harrison et al (WO 02/081433). 

Harrison et al discloses the following compounds of formula (I) as shown below (see 
page 3, lines 1-25 and page 4, lines 1-19) : 

|h m 't; Mtmpn' ^IL> tin .11 niiKvu'l, » 

< t ijmsi tg. in a j i > txca im tan* t i < k 




I 
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U <>pi at * o 1 r t l\f>? ,b (Ml 

u su&s&ueats imfcpendeatly selected feom halogen. ON, NOa s CF S , OH, 
Ci^lktrtiy or C lk>1 w h< tu J 1 i a . stitu*nt sc»If fed from 
Imhm®, CK. NO*, CF ;i , OH and fY^IWy; 

Ar* represents Ce^ryl or hfttcrou?!, eitjuat of which b«a» 0-3 
stV< i v < hi, I i « a 'J i u 4 ft , n so CF\ OR, 

Cj.«Ikoxy or C^alkyl which optionally bears a syhsiituesit .selected ifrom 
halogen, CN. NO*, CF* OH and C^Skoxy; 

Ei n$«e«*tf» H, or C, -satkyi, Cwwycl&alkyl or C^k^wK &»y of 
which t -rr^Mh tuwdhj halogen, CN NO* CP 3 OH Ci^aBuno 
or Ci.,*"ilkoxy«arfeoHyi; 

Represents a saturated or xtwttturstted hydrocarbon Ibldttg grouj 
.ofupto^-,-,.:. )' r«-. . . 



Xwpmmnts -0-, -S-, -SOs. -N(R<h -C<PK -00(0)., «e<0)Ck 
*C(0}N£H<h -N<R«)C{0K -00(0)0-, *N(R«)C«0XK ~0€(0)N(^>, 

*a!k«ByicM- CwM, a ay ofwhkhmay bo substituted by halogen, €N, 
m%, m. At, teterocydyl 0R<, N(R% COEt C0s»«, 000R*, or 
< uNOSm . or R* repie^t* Ar or k t« y h : 
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W mpmamm H, C^aikvi or Ar. or two R* groups togethot: with a \ 7 
ti "i u it j t r vf i Ml ■ m ti (Ti ( Jiv -stt t-h-s t^v -kit* m y. 
kftteroyyclyl group: 

At repmmtits phenyl or h«te*earyi bearing 0-3 MhatittMatt <-U d -4 
feora feabgeo. Cwalkyi, CN, NOa, CFs, OH, Ci,*aikox v v ? C^lkoxye«rbre»wl s 
>amt f i k'' ra/i tK ik 1 umn < it* m >. < , lK lf , h n > 
•»■' < ) It s 1 if-. »i iU 

m^ndiii-m *<t tu'm 1 j i h - \i J iej 0in =0; 
bv > > - < h 1 < every nuti iin Hn' tu i , ^ , tn 

i <- Ii t I 1 > If 1 1L ' L ''i IntjKH! r K O n K v 

wherein none e>f the constituent m>gs s« aromatic and wherein at least- one 
\ it m - 1 t *1 i ' 1 r t t - i Mtu r 1 < ] f> s 

Wkgesn, CWIkyl, CN, NOa, €F^OH s Cwalfeoxy* Ct4dka*jeMfeanyL 

u'.ini <'i-<tikvS n < > «]( ,t k\ uLinotiit iin d t OH) ustt 

ji 1 i i in (i i t) 1 n ^ t n !, i n < 

t< i 1 < it Mhti.ii nt 3 r\ in la 1 d . pu )i j t M t 
atom ofmte aromatic ring is ©t-fcer than C; 

Is J^jii. 1 i im i u I n -i i ^ v nj 

K i 1 i , i j < i ti. ( M j i „ u i , t.iirosn < i nuS 1 
whoreiu »r leas*, one of ih<s constitueiu: rings is aromatic and wbsmn at 
fe&ttt OttO ring atom is 6tfa*r fh*n carbon, £ha&r»% :?i«t. more t han 3 rang 

more atonss -vhr h are :sk>5: corbosi. r -;r morf; thou osis ssf s&icl sstoms may he 
?J --r rh.iu s : tit'.i>Mi K>.)'Im f ►> i -n, j. . n. im J 1c \i In } 

(see page 5 

.lines 25-31). 

This is identical with the claims. 
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